Editorial comment: Final report
It is with both relief and regret that I conclude, with this issue, 19 years of editing Limnology and Oceanography. During this time I have handled more than 6,200 submitted manuscripts and edited over 2 1,500 printed pages of the journal. In recent years I have been writing between 600 and 700 letters a year, exclusive of form letters (used mainly to send manuscripts out for review, and to accept them).
The job of an editor of a journal is very like that of a traffic cop at a busy intersection. Usually the traffic can be made to flow reasonably freely; sometimes a temporary gridlock develops; occasionally you get hit by a car. Before I took on this job in 1968 I was warned that I would lose friends, and replied that my friends did not write bad papers. Some of them proved me wrong. Some are still my friends. The journal has been successful because contributors have sent us many fine manuscripts from which to choose the best; and because referees, expert in the particular areas involved, have assessed the scientific content of the manuscripts and have often shown how they might be improved. Now and then an alert reviewer has thwarted unwarranted duplicate publication. While authors do not always agree with negative reviews, they rarely object to complimentary ones. It is relatively easy to identify the occasional criticism based on malice; it is less easy, but no less essential, to recognize blarney. But it is, simply, necessary to assume that people are being honest and straightforward as authors, as reviewers, and as critics of published work, unless there's good reason to believe otherwise.
Lyn Cole, who is continuing with the journal as Editorial Associate, has had the major responsibility of ascertaining that the technical handling of data and references is accurate and that the actual process of publication runs smoothly. My concern has been to make sure, once the scientific merit of the work was established, that it was described as clearly and concisely as possible. A second illusion lost to me during my editorial experience is that clear thinking and clear writing are inextricably linked: there is no necessary connection, apparently, between good research and good reporting. Some manuscripts have been severely edited, some hardly at all. Sometimes an author can take up suggestions made on a page or two with blue pencil and apply them to all his manuscripts from then on. Others will never learn. Personal styles, like the psychedelic typography popular a few years ago, can communicate more of the author than of his message. I would define good scientific writing as the clean projection of the message, and leave the expression of personality to other (perhaps even more valuable) forms of communication.
Successive expansions of Limnology and Oceanography, first in 1969 when we went from four to six issues a year and later on with authorizations to print additional pages, led intermittently to greater editorial freedom until-with growing support for aquatic science -the number of manuscripts submitted to the journal again increased. These periodic expansions allowed me, if only temporarily, to decorate the fabric of serious science with a tracery of the speculation and humor which are my own predilection. At present, aquatic research, and the number of manuscripts coming in, both appear to have stabilized. Readers will have noticed papers of an unusual review, theoretical, and didactic nature. Most of these were invited contributions; some were submitted in the normal manner, but met with a more friendly reception than was possible earlier, due to the latest increase in pagination in 1983. The special issues now in preparation will further vary the fare available to our readers. Color plates, printed first in July 1985 and then in September 1986, will, I hope, continue to adorn our pages. Meanwhile, the longer issues also enabled us to reduce the time of processing
